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Address of Proposal: 2700 Elliott Avenue

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

Master Use Permit to establish use for the future construction of a 14-story residentia building with 119
units. Project includes four levels of below grade parking for 119 vehides. The existing structures will
be demolished under a separate permit.

The following Master Use Permit components are required:
Design Review - Section 23.41, Seattle Municipa Code (SMC)

SEPA-Threshold Determination (Chapter 25.05 SMC).

SEPA DETERMINATION: [ ] Exempt [X] DNS [ ] EIS

[ 1] DNSwith conditions

[ ] DNSinvolving non-exempt grading or demalition or involving
another agency with jurisdiction.

**Early Notice DNS published May 9, 2002
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Bdltown neighborhood. The development site combines two lots of land located within a Downtown
Mix Residentid/Commercial zone with aheight limit of 65 (commercid)/ 125 (resdentid) feet (DMR/R
65/125). Additiondly, the Steislocated within the Belltown Urban Center Village Overlay Didtrict.

The subject siteisacorner lot that abuts Elliott Avenue dong its west property boundary line and Cedar
Street to the south. A 16 foot wide paved dley abuts the Site dong its east property line. Thelot
moderately dopes downward from the east to west, approximatdy 14 feet over a distance of 120 feet.
The steis currently devel oped with two commercid buildings ranging in height from one and three
gtories. With accessory surface parking obtained off Elliott Avenue and the dley frontage. The exiding
three-story building with the Cedar Street frontage was originaly constructed in 1910 currently supports
an office use. The one-gory office building on the north haf of the development Ste located near the
dley was constructed in 1965.

Due to the age of the structure in the neighborhood the design team sought a determination on the
historical status of the exigting structure built in 1910 (addressed 2700 Elliott Avenue). On July 11,
2002, the Landmarks Preservation Board determined that due to the structure’ slack of physica
integrity it did not quaify for condderation as a Landmark Structure and therefore, can be demolished.
Elliott AvenueisaClass || Pedestrian Street/Primary Arterid Street abutting the subject Site to the west
and provides primary access. Cedar Street abuts the Site to the south and is classfied as a Green
Street, enhancing the pedestrian circulation experience in the right- of-way.

Area Devd opment

The topographic conditionsin this area of Belltown features amix of old and new structures of various
design stylesincorporating brick, wood, stone, and concrete constructed on a moderately downward
doping hill to the waterfront. During the turn of the century (1900) the area to the east was leveled to
remove Denny Hill to spur development north of Stewart Street. A smal number of the structuresin the
areawere congtructed during the turn of the previous century (1900) and have been designated Historic
Landmark buildings within the City of Sesitle.

Property located immediatdly south and east of the site is zoned DMR/C 125/65'. Property north of
Clay Street is zoned DMR/R 125/65'. A new 13-gtory mixed-use building with 106 resdentid units
and 1,145 square feet of retail islocated on the west side of the adjoining dley. Abuitting the site to the
north, two towers of resdentia use (139 units), one tower is 10 floors and the other is four floors over a
firgt floor of office use (17,300 7. ft.) was recently completed. Northwest of the project Site are Piers
69 and 70, west of Alaskan Way, and The Old Spaghetti Factory, located at the southwest corner of
Broad Street and Elliott Avenue. Across Elliott Avenue (southbound one-way street), the Seattle Trade
Center (formdly, The American Can Company Building) is located in Downtown Harbor Two zone
with a height limit of 65 feet (DH2-65). The five-sory building measures approximately 550 feet in
length The Skyway Luggage building and public parking are located south of the ste. Uses in the
generd area are amix of retall, resdentid and office. Mature Street trees provide a canopy that filters
direct sunlight at street level.

Proposal
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The ste has frontages along Elliott Avenue to the west and Cedar Street to the south, and is currently
occupied by two commercid buildings containing one office use (Northwest Protective Services). The
applicants propose to demoalish two exigting building and construct a 14-story, 187,840 square foot,
residentia building containing 107 units. On-site parking will be accommodated on three levels at and
below grade and access off the dley. The main lobby to the resdentid unitswill be located on Elliott
Avenue, with direct access to Six units off both street frontages. Upper leve decks and bay windows
are proposed to project into the public right-of-way of Elliott Avenue. A 16 foot wide aley islocated
on the east Sde of the parcel, which will require a2 foot dedicationto increase its width.

Elliott Avenue is adesgnated Class |1 Pedestrian Street. The building facade will festure a brick veneer
aong the front facade on the lower level and wrap around to the Cedar Street frontage. A concrete
vertica frame extending to the rooftop will hold the compostion together. Above the seventh floor the
gructure will steps away from the north and south property lines, to add verticality aong Elliott Avenue.
A roof top terrace is located above this portion of the building. Glazing, ba conies with metd railings has
been provided aong amagority of the facades.

The concept for the proposed development originally included enhanced landscaping feetures ong
Cedar Street’s* Green Street,” and incorporating architectural design themes found within the Belltown
neighborhood.

At the request of the gpplicant the project was placed on hold in late 2002 and restarted in May, 2005.

Public Comments
Date of Notice of Application : May 9, 2002
Date End of Comment Period: May 22, 2002
# Letters 0

The SEPA comment period for this proposal ended on May 22, 2002. The Department received no
comment letters during the public comment period.

ANALYSIS- DESIGN REVIEW

Early Design Guidance

On February 26, 2002, the Design Review Board of Area 6 met in an Early Design Guidance (EDG)
meeting to consider the Site and design objectives of the applicant. After vidting the Site, considering the
andysis of the Site, design context provided by the proponents, and hearing public comment the Design
Review Board members provided the following siting and design guidance, and identified by letter (A,

B, and C, etc.) and number (1, 2, & 3) those siting and design guiddines found in the City of Seettle€'s

“ Design Review: Guiddlines for the Belltown Urban Center Village and Downtown Guidelines’
of highest priority to this project.

A. Site Planning
Responding to the Larger Context
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A-1 Respond to the Physical Environment: Develop an architectural concept and compose
the building’s massing in response to geogr aphic conditions and patter ns of urban form found
beyond the immediate context of the building site.

Consdering the topography of the project site could potentialy result in areas of blank facade aong
Cedar Street. The Board stated that the design of the project should avoid blank facades at street level.

A-2  Enhancethe Skyline: Design the upper portion of the building to promote visual
interest and variety in the downtown skyline.

The Board encouraged the applicant to consider the project’ s view from water aswell asthe view from
the upper Belltown neighborhood when designing rooftop fegtures. The Board was favorably inclined
to dlow flexibility in designing an attractive building top and contributing to skyline.

B. Ar chitectural Expression
Relating to the Neighborhood Context

B-1 Respond to the neighborhood context: Develop an architectural concept and compose
the major building elementsto reinfor ce desirable urban features existing in the surrounding
neighborhood.

The design of the new building should relate in some manner to the scale and pattern of bays of the
neighboring Red Networks building.

B-3  Reinforcethe postive urban form & architectural attributes of theimmediate area
Congder the predominant attributes of the immediate neighbor hood and reinfor ce desirable
siting patterns, massing arrangements, and streetscape char acteristics of near by
development.

The Board commented on the unsuccessful design of anumber of recent projectsin thevicinity. The
gpplicants were encouraged to design an interesting building againgt the repetitive bland design of
exiging neighboring structures. Use of color, shadow lines, and relief in facades was recommended.
The Board recommended incorporating whimsy or playfulness digtinctive of the Belltown neighborhood.

B-4 Design awell-proportioned & unified building: Compose the massing and or ganize the
publicly accessibleinterior and exterior spacesto create a well-portioned building that
exhibits a coherent ar chitectural concept. Design the architectural elements and finish details
to create a unified building, so that all components appear integral to the whole.

Horizontal banding was encouraged to break up the building mass. The Termind Saes building was
noted as a good massing/banding prototype for this project.

The Elliott facade and the Cedar facade should form a coherent whole; response to the difference
between the characters of the two streets should not be oversmplified. The Termind Sales Building
was noted as a successful example of this approach.

C. The Streetscape
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Creating the Pedestrian Environment

C-1 Promote pedestrian interaction: Spacesfor street level uses should be designed to
engage pedestrians with the activities occurring within them. Sidewalk -related spaces should
be open to the general public and appear safe and welcoming.

The Board suggested that the sireet-level design of the facade, at least dong Elliott Avenue, should
relate to storefront design, and the design of ground level space should accommodate the possibility of
commercid use.

C-3  Provide active - not blank —facades: Buildings should not have large blank walls
facing the street, especially near sidewalks.

Privacy of the proposed ground leve units should be addressed to avoid the streetscape being
characterized by closed window blinds. Warmth and smal-scale texture of materids (such as masonry)
at the street level is encouraged. The Board noted Murray Franklyn's use of brick in projectslike
Ausgtin Bdl and Pomeroy.

C-4 Reinforcebuilding entries. Buildings should not have lar ge blank wallsfacing the
street, especially near sidewalks.

The Board encouraged maintaining the different scae of the entrances (common lobby and livelwork
gpaces) dong Elliott Avenue. In response to the more residentia character of the streets as opposed to
the avenues, the Board suggested incorporating more resdential types of entries (in terms of fed and
proportion) along Cedar. The existence of good prototypes of thisin Vancouver was mentioned.
"Stoops', recessed entries, and landscaping were noted as desirable eements of resdentid entries.

C-5 Encourage overhead weather protection: Encourage project applicantsto provide
continuous, well lit overhead weather protection to improve pedestrian comfort and safety
along major pedestrian routes.

Continuous overhead wesather protection aong public streets was encouraged.

C-6 Develop thealley facade: To increase pedestrian safety, comfort, and interest;
develop portions of the alley fagade in response to the unique conditions of the sSite or project.

The Board recommended designing an attractive aley facade for the benefit of the neighbors across the
dley and uphill from the Ste.
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D. Public Amenities
Enhancing the Streetscape & Open Space

D-3 Provide dementsthat definethe place: Provide special elements on the facade, within
pubic open spaces, or on the sidewalk to create a distinct, attractive, and memorable “ sense
of place” associated with the building.

Involvement of artistsin the Cedar Green Street facade and in any blank facade areas was encouraged.
One member of the Board suggested that use of “something funky™ at the street level would be
appropriate for the site.

D-5 Provide adeguatelighting: To promote a sense of security for people downtown during
nighttime hours, provide appropriate levels of lighting on the building facade, on the underside
of overhead weather protection, on and around street furniture, in merchandising display
windows, and on signage.

Attractive lighting fixtures a street level should complement the overal design of street facades.

E. Vehicular Access & Parking
Minimizing the Adverse Impacts

E-1 Minimizecurb cutsimpacts: Minimizing the adver seimpacts.

The Board noted that parking access and access to service areas should be at the dley.

E-2 Integrate parking facilities. Minimize the visual impacts of parking by integrating
parking facilitieswith surrounding development. Incorporate ar chitectural treatments or
suitable landscaping to provide for safety and comfort of people using the facility as well as
those walking by.

The Board appreciated the proposed concept design for the accessory garage: access from the dley,
the interior above-grade parking space to be separated from the street by residentia spaces.

Design Review Board Recommendations

On April 12, 2002, the applicant submitted the full Master Use Permit gpplication, and on May 14,
2002, the Downtown Design Review Board (Area 6) convened for the recommendation meetings. On
June 11, 2002 afollow-up meeting was held to review updated perspective drawings sample materids.
The applicant team presented eevation renderings, Ste plans that responded to design guidelines set
forth by the Board during the previous meetings. The gpplicant did not request any departures from the
City’sLand Use Code.

Public Comments

No members of public were present at the May 14, 2002 meeting. A representative of an adjacent
property owner atended the meeting on June 11, 2002. The representative commented on the high
quality of design and the exterior materias proposed for the future building.
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Three departures from standards of the Land Use Code were requested by the applicant at the time of
the meeting and summarized below:.

1. To allow the proposal to exceed the maximum allowed height of rooftop screening by 7
feet in order to create a distinct architectural element on the top. Screening of rooftop
features are prohibited to exceed ten (10) percent of the maximum height limit of the
zone in which the structureislocated, or fifteen (15) feet, whichever is greater.

(23.49.008.C.3)

2. Toallow the proposal to exceed the maximum allowed upper level lot coverage by .5%
above 85 feet. When the lot size is 19,000 square feet or 1ess maximum lot coverage
above 85 feet coverageislimited to 65% of lot area. (23.49.158.A.1)

3. To allow the proposal to encroach into the side street and green street setbacks. Above

85 feet the required setback isH— 85’ x .2 + 10 = X (23.49.162.B.2)

CODE REQUIREMENT PROPOSED JUSTIFICATION BOARD
RECOMMENDATION

1. Screening of rooftop features 22 feet. Inorder to create a Recommend Approval

2349.008.C3.c distinct architectural

In no circumstances shall the height element on the roof.

of rooftop screening exceed ten (10)

percent of the maximum height limit

of the zone in which the structure is

located, or fifteen (15) fest,

whichever is greater.

2. Downtown Mixed Residential An additional In order to increase Recommend Approval

coverage and floor limits 0.05% or 65.5% modulation of the street

2349.158A.1 coverage (9437 sg. | facades to enhance

On lots 19,000 square feet or less, ft.) structure’ s elegance.

above 85 feet coverageislimited to

65% (9,360 0. ft.)

3. Downtown Mixed Residential side | 18feet for fagade | Theintroduction of upper | Recommend Approval

street and green street setbacks
2349.162.B.2

above 85 feet the required setback
(125 -85 x.2+10 =18

with 3 balconies
projecting 2 feet
into setback, and 3
balconies
projecting 1.5 feet
into setback.

level balcony projections
will open up residential
units to the outdoors to
provide fine detail along
the fagade to create visual
communication to the
Green Street. Also, see
above comments.

Board Discussion

After congdering the proposed design and the project context, hearing public comment and
reconsidering the previoudy stated priorities, the Board began their deliberations by providing a generd
assessment of the project proposa and itsimpact on the neighborhood. The Board agreed that the
proposed structure use of masonry materids on the lower levd and strong structura concrete framed
with inst curtain windows achieved a unifying architecturd theme connecting the building to its Belltown
neighborhood. During the Early Design Guidance Meeting the Board emphasized a need to establish an
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architectura relation in some manner to the scae and pattern of the bays of the neighboring Redl
Networks building. The Board was favorably indlined to alow flexibility in designing an attractive
building top and contributing to enhancing the skyline. Additiondly, because of the topographic
conditions at the Ste, street level blank walls should be avoided dong the “Green Street” (Cedar
Street).

The Board accepted the applicant’ s proposal with recommendations to better achieve adesign that is at
once complimentary to the surrounding neighborhood, yet bold in making a vibrant architectura
satement. The Board expects the DPD planner to work out the details with the architect prior to
issuing the Master Use Permiit.

The Board was encouraged with the gpplicant’s effort to better integrate the design vocabulary among
the architectura design themes, color, and texture. The Board discussed ideas for creating more visua
interest and better human scale even further and recommended indalling overhead wegather protection
over the resdential entrances along Cedar to better relate to the residentia character of thisfagcade. The
design should create architectura detailing dong the (Cedar) “ Green Street” to integrate the pedestrian
experience within the right- of-way with readable and visudly interesting resdentid entrances. The Board
determined that providing overhead wegther protection (OHWP) over the sidewa ks would strengthen
the resdentia character of the building. The Board supported a fixed glass framed OHWP projecting
into the right-of-way. (Guidelines A-1, B-1, B-2, C-1, C-4, C-5, & D-3)

The Board felt that a better relation to the proposed architectura formsat the roof level and the design
of the main entry to the overdl building design should be established. No functiond or design relation
currently exigsin the design between the Street level and rooftop level. Textures and colors are
possible considerations that can achieve more connectivity. The proposed meta banding provides an
opportunity with color and texture to provide a contrast to the concrete-boned |ook and unit the two
levels. (Guiddines A-2, B-3, B-4, C-1, C-4, & D-3)

The Board was encouraged by the use of colors but recommended the eimination of the blue spandrel
color in order to limit the proposed range of exterior colors. The Board fdlt that the blue spandrel color
crested an incongruous eement that became a source of detraction to the architectura composition
(Guiddines B-1, B-3, B-4, & D-3)

In order to better meet the objectives of Bdltown Guiddines, the primary structura bays aong the
Hliott frontage (west elevation) should be extend to the top of the fagade. Additiondly, the shift in the
column grid at the top two floors dong the west eevation should be diminated in order to follow a
coherent architectura concept. To hold and strengthen the structure s verticdity the Board felt the
gpplicant’ s effort to establish a bold presence dong Elliott needed further refinement. Included in this
discusson was the desire to include an appropriate exterior lighting scheme dong the building' s
perimeter to reinforce the proposed vertical elements. The Board determined thet the lighting scheme
needed greater detall to demongtrate compatibility and illumination pattern. (Guidelines A-2, B-3, B-4,
C-6, D-3)

The Board strongly supported the proposed Green Street improvements along Cedar Street which
included raised planters with railing and lush landscaping dong the sdewalk.
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At the follow-up June 11" mesting the Board reviewed updated perspective drawings, the revised
sreet level eevation sketches at enlarged scale and samples of proposed brick for the base of the
building. At thislast mestingon May 14, 2002 the Board found that the applicants responded in full to
the guidance and the specific recommendation made at the initial recommendation meeting. The Board
praised the project and recommended that the design and the departures should be approved by the
Department as presented at the meetings since they have met or exceeded the design review guiddines

Departure Analysis

Screening of rooftop features (23.49.008.C.3.c)

In no circumstances shdl the height of rooftop screening exceed ten (10) percent of the
maximum height limit of the zone in which the structure is located, or fifteen (15) feet, whichever
isgreater. The applicant has proposed to extend rooftop screening an additional seven fedt, to
amaximum height of 22 feet. In order to achieve adidtinct architectural eement on the roof the
additiona height would afford a covered areafor rooftop decks and a deek ook from the south
and north elevations. The portion of the horizontal screening device would function as an
overhead westher protection for resdential recreationa rooftop activities. Effectively, the
horizontal screening wall provides the screening of the upper level mechanica equipment and
creates a poditive visud statement as viewed from the lower roof level.

I. Downtown Mixed Residentia coverage and floor limits (23.49.158.A.1)

On lots comprising aland areaof 19,000 square feet or less, coverage above 85 feet islimited
to 65% (9,360 g. ft.). The applicant requests to increase coverage limits above 85 feet to
65.5% (9,437 0. ft.). The additiona 77 square feet per floor congists of balcony projects
aong the north and south facades to add modulation, shadow lines, and fine detail eements.
The balconies help to identify the building as residential and alows for grester interaction
between the residents and the outdoors. The bal conies reinforce the postive urban form and
architecturd attributes on the immediate area as outlined in Guideline B-3.

Downtown Mixed Residential Side street and green street setbacks (23.49.162.B .2)

Above 85 feet the required setback at the development site abutting Cedar is 18 feet (125 —
85 x.2+10"). Above 85 feet the gpplicant proposes to set the building back to 18 feet for
the fagade and place three ba conies that will extend a maximum of two feet, and three

ba conies will extend one foot six inchesinto the required Green Street setback area. The
upper level baconies with the architecturd detailing of the railing sysem isin keeping with the
design guiddines and will create a desirable visud communication to the Green Street. Also,
See above comments.

Summary of Departures

CODE REQUIREMENT PROPOSED JUSTIFICATION BOARD

1. Screening of rooftop features 22 feet. In order to create a Approve
2349.008.C3.c distinct architectural
In no circumstances shall the height element on the roof. * The Board has no authority

of rooftop screening exceed ten (10)
percent of the maximum height limit

RECOMMENDATION

to grant departuresfor added
height over 15 feet in this case
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of the zone in which the structureis
located, or fifteen (15) fest,
whichever isgreater. 15 feet
Maximum.

for screening of HVAC.
Therefore, this departure will
not move forward.

2. Downtown Mixed Residential An additional In order to increase Approve
coverage and floor limits 0.05% or 65.5% modulation of the street

2349.158A.1 coverage (9437 sg. | facadesto enhance

Onlots 19,000 square feet or less, ft.) structure’ s elegance.

above 85 feet coverageislimited to

65% (9,360 0. ft.)

3. Downtown Mixed Residential side | 18feet for fagcade | Theintroduction of upper | Approve

street and green street setbacks
2349.162.B.2

above 85 feet the required setback
(125 -85 x.2+10 =18

with 3 balconies
projecting 2 feet
into setback, and 3
balconies
projecting 1.5 feet
into setback.

level balcony projections
will open up residential
unitsto the outdoors to
provide fine detail along
the fagade to create visual
communication to the
Green Street. Also, see
above comments.

Summary of Boards Recommendations:

During the recommendations meeting held on May 14, 2002 the Board made the following five
recommendations based on the plans submitted on May 11, 2002 and the materias presented during

the medting:

Better relate the proposed architectural forms at the roof level and the design of the main entry
to the overdl building design;
Eliminate the blue spandrdl color in order to limit the proposed range of exterior colors;

Revise the proposed design of the overhead weather protection along Cedar to better relate to
the resdentia character of thisfacade;
Extend the primary structurd bays at the west elevation to the top of the fagade and eiminate
the shift in the column grid & the top two floors of the west elevation in order to follow a
coherent architectural concept;
Change the lighting scheme to emphasi ze the proposed vertical eements.

The Board strongly supported the proposed Green Street improvements along Cedar Street which
included raised planters with railing and lush landscaping dong the sdewalk.

At the follow-up June 11" meeting the Board reviewed updated perspective drawings, the revised
dreet level eevation sketches at enlarged scale and samples of proposed brick for the base of the
building. At thislast meeting the Board found that the gpplicants responded in full to the guidance and
the specific suggestions made at theinitia recommendation meeting. After considering the Ste and
context, hearing public comment, recongdering the previoudy identified design priorities, and reviewing
the plans and renderings, the Desgn Review Board members praised the project and recommended
that the design and the departures should be approved by the Department as presented at the meetings.
As noted three departures were requested but two shal move forward; Downtown Mixed Resdentia
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coverage and floor limits (23.49.158.A.1), and Downtown Mixed Residential Sde street and green
Street setbacks (23.49.162.B.2).

DIRECTOR'SANALYSISAND DECISION: DESIGN REVIEW

The design of the new building (containing atota of 107 units) isamilar in scae adjacent structures,
proportion and materias, but reduces the appearance of repetition through use of color schemes and
architectura features. The design of the proposed structures has been influenced by the surrounding
vernacular with modern touches to provide visud interest that seeks a sense of individudity. Asviewed
from the Elliott Avenue street frontage, the proposed fourteen (14)-story resdentid building will feature
decorative tile and concrete detailing, sculptured main pedestrian entrance, glass, and meta overhead
awnings to stimulate visua interest upon the streetscape. Upper level will feature bay windows,
digtinctive framed windows, and decks with painted metal guard rails to add detail to the building's
facade. Thelower leve rooftop (14th floor level) will have goproximately hdf its area devoted to
rooftop deck with views towards the Olympic Mountains. The structure bulk and scale will have a
good relationship with surrounding properties due to in part to the use of facade meterids.

Asviewed from the Cedar “Green” Street orientation, the sdewalk will continue the decoretive scored
sdewak pattern to match the adjacent sdewak to the north, in keeping with the Green Street Master
Plan. Thisareawill feature raised planters, a zigzagging sidewak, street trees, and landscaping materids
to enhance the pedestrian experience. The lower leve fagcade will continue the masonry base from the
Elliott frontage to break gpart the mass of the building on the lower levd. Glass canopies (OHWP)
above the residentia entrances will step down dong the dope. A common recregtion areawill be
placed on the 9" floor level over looking the Green Street below. The upper level will have a different
modulation pattern but will maintain the same bold look with use of materids and color. At Street level
the windows will wrap around the building’ s corner to activate the dley. Wl detalled pedestrian and
vehicle access points have been introduced in the dley. However, attractive lighting fixtures are missng
and will be conditiondly required to encourage use and dleviate threats to persona security in the dley.

Three departures were requested with approva recommended by the Board. The Board is authorized
to recommend approval of departures from devel opment standards (SMC Section 23.41.012.B) if the
applicant demongtrates that departures from the Land Use Code standards would result in a
development which better meets the intent of the adopted design guiddines. Of the number of
departures dlowed under the Design Review program increases in height in the Downtown Mixed
Residentia zone are not departable. Therefore, Screening of rooftop festures to increase height from
15 feet to 22 feet above the roof plane will not go forward even without the added screening height, the
composition and design detail of the proposed structure have achieved an elegance and grace that will
enhance the existing Belltown neighborhood character. (Guiddines B-1, B-2, B-3, and D)

The Director of DPD has reviewed the recommendations and conditions of the Design Review Board.
The Director finds that the proposal is consstent with the City of Seattle Design Review Guidelines
for Belltown Urban Center Village and Downtown Guidelines. The Director APPROVES the
subject design consistent with the Board' s recommendations above. Thisdecision is based on the
Desgn Review Board' s find recommendations and on the plans submitted at the public meeting on June
11, 2002 and the plans on file at DPD. Design, Sting or architecturd details not specificaly identified or
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dtered in this decison are expected to remain substantidly as presented in the plans submitted to DPD
on July 1, 2005 in response to the outcomes of the June 11, 2002 and zoning correction cyde.

ANALYSIS- SEPA

Theinitia disclosure of the potentia impacts from this project was made in the environmenta checklist
submitted by the applicant (dated April 12, 2002) and annotated by the Land Use Planner. The
information in the checklig, the supplementa information submitted by the gpplicant and the experience
of the lead agency with the review of smilar projects form the basis for this andys's and decison.

The SEPA Overview Policy (SMC 25.05.665) clarifies the relationship between codes, policies and
environmenta review. Specific policies for each eement of the environment, certain neighborhood
plans, and other policies explicitly referenced may serve as the basis for exercising substantive SEPA
authority.

The Overview Policy dates, in part, “Where City regulations have been adopted to address an
environmenta impact, it shall be presumed that such regulations are adequate to achieve sufficient
mitigation” subject to some limitations. Under such limitations/circumstances

(SMC 25.05.665) mitigation can be considered.

Short-term Impacts

Congtruction activities could result in the following adverse impacts. congtruction dust and storm weter
runoff, erosgon, emissions from congruction machinery and vehicles, increased particulate levels,
increased noise levels, occasiona disruption of adjacent vehicular and pedestrian traffic, and asmal
increase in traffic and parking impacts due to construction workers vehicles. Existing City codes and
ordinances applicable to the project such as. The Noise Ordinance, the Stormwater Grading and
Drainage Control Code, the Street Use Ordinance, and the Building Code, would mitigate severd
congtruction-related impacts. Following isan andyss of the air, water qudity, streets, parking, and
congtruction-related noise impacts as well as mitigation.

Historic and Cultural Preservation - Construction of the proposed fourteen-story residentia building
will necessitate the demolition of two exiding commercid structures, one congtructed during 1910 and
the other in 1965. In accordance with the Department of Planning and Devel opment — Department
of Neighborhoods Interdepartmental Agreement on Review of Historic Building during SEPA
Review; the planner referred potentid landmark digibility approva to the Historic Preservation Officer.
The Historic Preservation Officer evaluates criteria for designation of historic landmark structures (in
response to the SEPA Historic Preservation Policy (SMC 25.05.675.H.2.d). Thereview of the
information associated with the Satus of the exigting structure (addressed 2700 Elliott Avenue) did not
warrant landmark status, as determined by the Landmarks Preservation Board, (LPB 190/02) in aletter
dated Jure 11, 2004.

The SEPA Overview Policy (SMC 25.05.665) and the SEPA Higtoric Preservation Policy

(SMC 25.05.675H) dlows the reviewing agency to mitigate impacts associated with a potentially
archaeologicdly significant site. After review of areport prepared by Entrix, Inc. for the subject site
(platted lots 1 and 2, Block 11 of Bell and Denny’s Additions) located at the northwest corner of Cedar



Application No. #2200459
Page 13

Street and Elliott Avenue, it was evident that identifying prehistoric or historic archaeological resources
within the project areaislow. Due to topographic conditions and location from the beach it is unlikely
that the Site was occupied by Native Americans or used for anything other than dispersed hunting and
gathering, which typicaly leaveslittle archaeologicd signature. Additiondly, the subject Site has
undergone a number of transformations during the intervening years, including development as early as
1893, fire, earthquakes, and landdides.

The applicant consulted with Brent Hicks, Senior Archaeologist for Entrix, Inc. Mr. Hicks provided the
following recommendations. 1) Congtruction excavators be informed of the potentia of identifying
archaeologicd remains during congtruction; 2) If archaeologica materids are inadvertently discovered,
aprofessond archaeologist should be notified to assess the potentid sgnificance of the find; 3) If human
remains are inadvertently discovered, the contractor should contact the king County Medica Examiner;
and 4) If the remains are determined to be Native American in origin, the project proponent should
contact the Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, and the Duwamish
Tribe, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe and Suquamish Tribe should be informed of the discovery. Therefore,
due to the possibility that this areamay contain archaeologica or historic artifacts the recommendations
of Mr. Hicks will be conditions of gpproval.

Traffic - Congruction activities are expected to affect the surrounding area. Impactsto traffic and
roads are expected from truck trips during earth moving activities. The SEPA Overview Policy (SMIC
25.05.665) and the SEPA construction Impacts Policy (SMC 25.05.675B) alow the reviewing agency
to mitigate impacts associated with trangportation during congtruction. The excavation of the parking
garage will require the remova of materia from site and can be expected to generate truck trips to and
from the Site. In addition, delivery of concrete and other materids to the site will generate truck trips.
Asaresult of these truck trips, an adverse impact to existing traffic will be introduced to the surrounding
dreet system, which is unmitigated by exigting codes and reguletions.

It is expected that most of the materid will be removed from the Site to excavate for the below-grade
garage. During excavation asingle-loaded truck will hold approximately 10 cubic yards of materid.
Thiswill require approximately 1,400 truck loads to remove gpproximately 14,000 cubic yards of
materid. In order to limit this negative impact as much as possible, a Truck Trip Plan will be required
and approved by SDOT prior to issuance of abuilding permit. The Truck Trip Plan shall ddineate the
routes of trucks carrying project-related materids, and include a limitation of truck trips during pesk
hours, which are from 7 AM to 9 AM and 4 PM to 6 PM.

Noise - Mogt of theinitid congruction activity including demoalition, excavation, foundation work, and
framing will require loud equipment and will have adverse impacts on nearby resdences. The protection
levels of the Noise Ordinance are considered inadequate for the potential noise impacts on the nearby
resdential uses. Theimpacts upon resdentia uses would be epecialy adverse in the early morning, in
the evening and on weekends. The SEPA Overview Policy (SMC 25.05.665) and the SEPA
Congtruction Impacts Policy (SMC 25.05.675 B) alow the reviewing agency to limit the hours of
congtruction in order to mitigate adverse noise impacts. Pursuant to this policy, and because there are
resdencesin the vicinity, the applicant will be required to provide a Noise Control Plan and Noise
Monitoring Plan to address adverse impacts. Demoalition and congtruction activities taking place within
an enclosed structure, which meet the standards of the Noise Ordinance, are dlowed. The department
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may modify this condition to alow work of an emergency nature or which cannot otherwise be
accomplished during these hours by prior written gpprova of the Land Use Planner.

Air and Environmental Health - Given the age of the existing structure on the Site, it may contain
ashestos, which could be released into the air during demolition. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
(PSCAA), the Washington Department of Labor and Industry, and EPA regulations provide for the
safe remova and digposal of asbestos. In addition, federd law requires the filing of ademalition permit
with PSCAA prior to demoalition. Pursuant to SMC Sections 25.05.675 A and F, to mitigate potentia
adverse air quality and environmenta hedlth impacts, project approval will be conditioned upon
submission of acopy of the PSCAA permit prior to issuance of ademoalition permit, if necessary. The
gpplicant submitted a copy of the notice of intent to demolish with PSCAA. Therefore, no further
mitigation is warranted.

Congtruction is expected to temporarily add particulates to the air and will result in adight increasein
auto-generated air contaminants from congtruction worker vehicles;, however, thisincrease is not
anticipated to be sgnificant. Federa auto emission controls are the primary means of mitigating air
quaity impacts from motor vehicles as stated in the Air Quality Policy (Section 25.05.675 SMC). No
unusud circumstances exist, which warrant additional mitigation, per the SEPA Overview Policy.

Long-term | mpacts

Long-term or use-related impacts are aso anticipated from the proposd:  increased surface water
runoff from grester Site coverage by impervious surfaces; increased bulk and scale on the Site; increased
demand on public services and utilities; increased light and glare; loss of vegetation; and increased
energy consumption. These long-term impacts are not considered significant because the impacts are
minor in scope.

Thelong-term impacts are typicd of multifamily structures and will in part be mitigated by the City's
adopted codes and/or ordinances. Specifically these are: Stormwater, Grading and Drainage Control
Code (stormwater runoff from additiona ste coverage by impervious surface); Land Use Code (height;
setbacks; parking); and the Seeitle Energy Code (long-term energy consumption). Additiond land use
impacts which may result in the long-term are discussed below.

Height, Bulk, and Scale

The proposed fourteenstory project will rise to gpproximately 125 feet to the top of the flat roof from the
segmented devation grades dong the Cedar Street frontage, with rooftop features extending an additiond
15 feet. The devdlopment Ste islocated within a Downtown Mix Resdentid/ Commercid zone with a
height limit of 65 feet for commercid use and 125 feet for resdentia use which extends east acrossthe
dley, and south for severd blocks. One block north of the development Site, the zone changesto DMR/R
with the same height limit (DMR/R 125/65). The exising structure (Sesttle Trade and Trade technology
Center), located across Hlliott Avenue, and located in Downtown Harbor Two zone with a height limit of
65 feet (DH2-65) is afive-gory building that measures gpproximately 550 feet in length. The dteisa
corner lot located at the northeast corner of Elliott Avenue and Cedar Street. Across each right-of way,
approximeately 66 feet away (minimum) are structures of varying heights. The proposed project is being
developed to DMR/C standards, as dlowed by the Land Use Code, and is thereby in keegping with the
scale of the potentid of the zone as well asthat of severd exiding structures in the vicinity.
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The SEPA Height, Bulk and Scale Policy (Sec. 25.05.675.G, SMC) statesthat “ the height, bulk and
scale of devel opment projects should be reasonably compatible with the general character of
development anticipated by the goals and policies set forth in Section C of the land use element of
the Seattle Comprehensive Plan for the area in which they are located, and to provide for a
reasonable transition between areas of |ess intensive zoning and more intensive zoning.”

In addition, the SEPA Height, Bulk and Scale Policy statesthat “ (a) project that is approved pursuant
to the Design Review Process shall be presumed to comply with these Height, Bulk and Scale
policies. This presumption may be rebutted only by clear and convincing evidence that height, bulk
and scale impacts documented through environmental review have not been adequately mitigated.”
Since the discussion in the previous paragraph indicates that there are no significant height, bulk and scale
impacts as contemplated within this SEPA poalicy, and since the Design Review Board approved this
project with conditions, no mitigation of height, bulk and scae impacts is warranted pursuant to this SEPA

policy.
Traffic and Transportation

The Indtitute of Trangportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manua estimates that high-rise resdentid
condominium units (buildings that have three or more floors) generate gpproximately 4.18 vehicle trips per
day per unit in suburban communities. Within the City, vehicle trips are subgstantialy lower due in part to
the location of employment work centers, availability and proximity of public trangit to downtown and other
employment centers will make it likely that there will be fewer vehicle trips than from developmentsin
outlying areas on which the ITE generation equation is based. The Site has ready access to the Washington
State Highway 99 and Interstate 5 dong arterias to employment centers outside Downtown Sesttle. The
immediate area supports anumber of trangt options serving the metropolitan area within walking distance
of the subject Ste. The amount of traffic expected to be generated by the proposed project is within the
capacity of the streetsin theimmediate area, 0 no SEPA mitigation of traffic impacts is warranted.

CONCLUSION - SEPA

In conclusion, severd adverse effects on the environment are anticipated resulting from the proposa, which
are non-ggnificant. The conditionsimposed below are intended to mitigate specific impactsidentified in the
foregoing andysis, or to control impacts not regulated by codes or ordinances, per adopted City policies.

DECISION - SEPA

This decison was made after review by the respongble official on behaf of DPD as the lead agency of
the completed environmenta checklist and other information on file with the responsible department.
This condtitutes the Threshold Determination and form. The intent of this declaration isto satisfy the
requirement of the State Environmental Policy Act (RCW 43.21.C), including the requirement to inform
the public of agency decisons pursuant to SEPA.

[X] Determination of Non-Significance. This proposa has been determined to not have a sgnificant
adverse impact upon the environment. An EISis not required under
RCW 43.21C.030(2)(C).

[ ] Determinaion of Sgnificance. Thisproposa has or may have asgnificant adverse impact upon
the environment with respect to transportation, circulation, and parking. An EISlimitedin
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scope to this specific area of the environment was therefore required under RCW
43.21C.030(2)(C).

CONDITIONS—DESIGN REVIEW
NonAppea able Conditions
The owner/gpplicant shall update plans to show:

1. Embed dl conditions of gpprova into the cover sheet on the updated MUP plan set and Al
subsequent building permit drawings.

2. Embed colored building eevation drawings and landscape plan drawings into the MUP and
building permit plan sets.

3. Any proposed changesto the externa design of the building, landscaping or improvementsin
the public right- of-way must first be reviewed and approved by the DPD planner prior to
congtruction.

Prior to Issuance of MUP

4. Revisedevation drawingsto illudrate attractive lighting fixtures to encourage use and dleviate
threats to persond security in the dley.

Prior to Issuance of Building Parmit

5. Deveop and submit to DPD for review and gpprova adetailed lighting plan including fixtures
proposed.

6. Submit detailed plan for OHWP

After Issuance of Building Permit and Prior to Groundbreaking

7. Arrange a pre-congruction meeting with the building contractor, building ingpector, and land
use planner to discuss expectations and details of the Design Review component of the
project.

SEPA CONDITIONS

Appedable Conditions

The owner(s) and/or responsible party(s) shdl:

Prior to |ssuance of Building Permit
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8. Provide an action plan involving the City ingpector, construction managers and the
professond archaeologigt to outline the monitoring of the Ste and action steps in the event of
discovering sgnificant artifacts.

9. Submit, for review and gpprova by DPD, a Noise Control Plan and Noise Monitoring Plan
within 45 days of Notice to Proceed. The Plans shdl include provisions to address
congtruction noise impacts upon adjacent properties from activities on the Ste, induding
hauling of earth and/or materias to and from the Site, the activities associated with grading,
exterior and interior framing. The Plan shdl aso include how to address how noise
complaints will be addressed and managed during the life of the congtruction activity.

10. Submit to DPD/SDOT for review a Truck Trip Plan which ddlineates the routes that trucks
carrying project-reaed materia s will take to minimize negative traffic impacts and include the
condition that no truck trips will occur during pesk hours, which are from 7 AM to 9 AM and
4 PM to 6 PM.

During Congtruction

The following condition(s) to be enforced during construction shall be posted at the Site in alocation on
the property line that is visble and ble to the public and to congtruction personnel from the street
right-of-way. If more than one street abuts the Site, conditions shall be posted at each street. The
conditions will be affixed to placards prepared by DPD. The placards will be issued dong with the
building permit set of plans. The placards shdl be laminated with clear plastic or other westherproofing
materia and shal remain in place for the duration of congtruction.

Signature: (sgnature onfile) Dae: September 5, 2005
Bradley Wilburn, Land Use Planner
Land Use Services
Department of Planning and Development
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